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RESUBMISSION OF BRIEF UPON APPEAL 

Sir: 

This Is in response to the examiner's office action dated September 17. 

2009. 

Frankly, it is just not understood where the examiner Is coming from with 
his fourth objection to the brief. For example, the summary of the claimed subject 
matter is just that, it provides a summarization of the various parts identified in 
the assembly as set forth in the independent claim 14. It identifies all of the 
components by their reference characters, and where these components can be 
found in the specification, what page, and at what line. The examiner states that 
the summary does not refer to the specification by page and line number, and to 
the drawings, if any. by reference characters. This is not true. On page 5 of the 



summary, describing and summarizing claim 14, it cleariy provides all of theses 
references, as can be noted. 

The examiner further states that for each independent claim involved, and 
for dependent claims thereof, they should be argued separately. This is currently 
set forth in the argument. Basically, the argument sets forth the reason why 
independent claim 14 is allowable, over the prior art. It really does not argue the 
dependent claims, except in the final catchall paragraph. And, the argument has 
been highlighted with the fact that it is claim 14 primarily being presented for 
argument. 

The examiner further states that every means plus function and step plus 
function must be identified. There are no means plus function in any of the claims 
of this application. 

Furthermore, the examiner states that if there is means plus function set 
forth in the claims, then there must be identification of the structure, material, or 
acts described in the specification that con-espond to each of the claimed 
function. There is none of this in the claims under appeal. 

Applicant does not understand what the examiner means that an 
independent claim itself must be mapped to the specification. If the examiner 
means that the summary of the claimed subject matter, for claim 14, must be so 
called mapped, in view of the specification, this has already been done so. The 
summary of the claimed subject matter identifies every element in claim 14, and 
does it by its reference character, and page number and line number in the 
specification, as can be seen. This is the same with respect to any limitations in 
the claims, since claim 14 defines a componetry assembled free standing rack, 
which is set forth in the summary, having a pair of end frames, which is set forth 
in the summary on page 5, with each end frames incorporating at least one cross 
rod, that Is set forth in the summary, a shelving provided for inserting partially into 
the end frames, that shelving Is identified by reference number, and page and 
line number in the specification, and then each shelving being exerted within an 
end frame by pressure biasing downwardly, this is set forth in the summary, and 
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that each end frame is provided with space vertical rods, these are identified in 
the claim 14 summary, and then incorporating cross rods connected between the 
vertical rods. This cross rod is the rod element number 5, as can be noted. Thus, 
certainly the components of claims 14, have been mapped to the specification, 
with each component being identified with a reference character, and a page and 
line number in the specification where they appear. It is not known how the 
applicant can provide any further clarity to this brief, than what has already been 
done. 

The examiner's further review of this matter would be appreciated. 
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